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Advisory Action 

In regard to claims 1 and 2, the proposed amendments require further search and consideration 
as it changes the scope of the invention from that previously claimed. Claims 3-7 are dependent upon 
claim 1, thus, the same rationale for claim 1 is applied 

In regard to claims 8 and 23, the Applicant argues in substance that the cited references 
(specifically Goetz) do not teach or suggest the suppression of mild drug-drug interactions. The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. The Examiner interprets a physician override to be an example of 
suppression of a drug-drug interaction. The claim as written does not explicitly state that the suppression 
is performed automatically, thus it can be interpreted that the physician may override, or manually, 
suppress the drug-drug interaction. Claims 9-14 and 29 are dependent upon claim 8 and and claims 24 
- 28 and 31 are dependent upon claim 23, thus the same rationale for the rejection is applied. 

In regard to claim 15 and 18, the Applicant argues in substance that excluding mild drug-drug 
interactions from profile information is not taught or suggested by Goetz. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. The Examiner interprets a physician override to be an example of excluding mild drug-drug 
interaction from the profile information. The claim as written does not explicitly state that the exclusion is 
performed automatically, thus it can be interpreted that the physician may manually exclude the drug-drug 
interaction from the profile information. Claims 16-17, and 30 are dependent upon claim 15 and claims 
19 and 21 - 22 are the dependent upon claim 18, thus the same rationale for the rejection of claim 15 is 
applied. 



